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NATO EXPANSION/Bilateral Aid Limits

SUBJECT: Protocols to the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on the Accession of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic . . . Treaty Document 105-36. Harkin amendment No. 2312.

ACTION: AMENDMENT REJECTED, 24-76

SYNOPSIS:  Treay Document 105-36, the Protocols to the North Atlantic Jreb1949 on the Accession of Poland, idary,
and the Czech Rablic, will give the Senate's advice and consent to admittiase countries as full members
to the North Atlantic TregtOrganization (NATO).

The Harkin amendmentwould add that the United States would limit the milissistance @ave to the new NATO members
that would hgd them meet their NATO olglations to 25ercent of the amouugtven by the other NATO members. That limit would
include aidgiven by transferrig excess defense articles anddid given throgh the Forajn Military Financirg Pragram.
(Approving the Harkin amendment would create thaiealent of a statutgrauthorization gaon military aid to Poland, Huzary,
and the Czech Rablic. A ratified trea is apart of the spreme law of the United Statgsst like aly duly enacted law. Antreay
requirement,just as ayp enacted rguirement, can be parseded ¥ enactment of another law.)

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

We mpose epandirg NATO for a number of reasons, one of which is that we fear it will resulige ¢osts for the American
taxpayers. Current estimates of those costgeastronomicayl. In Februay, 1997, the Clinton Administration said that it would
cost between $27 billion and $35 billion and that the United States' share of that cost would be $1.5 billion to $2 Billon. NA
then looked at the issue and said that it woulgl cost $1.5 billion over 19ears, of which the United States wopsy about $400
million. The Clinton Administration then api@d NATO's numbers, which cover its commondridin addition to these estimates,
we have an estimate from the Randoation that sgs the costs will be between $10 billion and $110 billion, and an estimate
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from the Cogressional Bugdet Office that sgs that thg couldgo as hgh as $125 billion. The General Accourgi®ffice has
issued a ngort statirg that one of the reasons the estimates have varied syvwadeat NATO has notet decided how much of
the costs it will be willig to pay for in its common bugkts. It will decide this commJune. The United Statpays 25percent of
the common bugkts. However, more worrisome than tpatential cost increase is the amount that the United Statesmdap
paying in bilateral assistance, to which the@scent limit will not gply. If the United States, for instance, decidegite billions
of dollars worth of militay equipment to these countries to pehem meet their NATO reensibilities, that aid will not count
toward the limit. Similas, if it decides to use the Fogei Military Financirg Pragram to sell tankglanes, or similar militaritems
to these new countries, the subsidies frompragram will not be counted. Our fear is that the United Statgsemd yp paying
almost the entire cost. The Harkin amendment wprddent that endybcgpping all United States militgraid to these countries.
It would give no more than 2percent of the NATO total aid, whether thghuthe common buggt or otherwise. This isaudent
amendment, inght of the uncertaigtover the costs that mdoe incurred fromgproving this treay. Corgress should najive a
blank check tgay the costs of gpandirg NATO. We uge Senators to gport this amendment.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:

Our collegues haveyreatly exaygerated the dgee of uncertaigtover the costs of @andirg NATO. They havegiven a hgh
estimate cost from CBO without@aining the basis for that b estimate. CBO initiafl gave a cost of $125 billion over y@ars
for a worst-case scenario in which the United States waghhsition most of its forces in those countries in order to detegex lar
scale threatened invasion. That scenario, of coursep@ssible; no militay opposition of that scale exists or coydtentially exist
for mary years. Further, even if it wepessible, we note that the United States could well incur similar costs defémeliexistirg
NATO countries. The r@ensible number tquote from CBO is its most recent estimate that NAT@aagion will result in costs
in the tens of millions of dollars for the next sevedrs, and will eventugliresult in an annual increased cost of $100 million
peryear. In that estimate, the CBO agisethe NATO estimate of a $1.5 billion common geidincrease over the next §@ars,
and it adds its estimate of how much the United States wilyIdteé the three new NATO members in bilateral assistance. Thus,
realisticaly, the estimates are wetlose. Further, we note that all of the miltasperts from all of the NATO countriegiee that
these low cost estimates are accurate or evengbofFor instance, we know that German militafficials have said that these
three countries have demonstrated such a commitment to modgthéiforces that theexpect that in a fewears thg will not
only be fully integrated, thg will have more advanced, gable militaries than mancurrent NATO members.

Our collegues pparenty believe that even the minimal costs involved aregreat. Thg sa it would not be "“fair” for the
United States tgive bilateral aid to these new NATO members that exceedper2ént of the amount that other NATO members
gave in bilateral aid. Severpbints need to be made in pesise to that gument. First, it would retgate those countries to second-
class membershi The United States does moit such a restriction on giother member, and, in fact, hagukarly given most or
all of its NATO allies bilateral aid. For instance, gvgear for thepast 20years it hagiven both Turkg and Greece substantial
military assistance, and itgelarly gives its NATO allies, and other allies for that matter, excess mitigfiense articles. Second,
it is inaccurate to include bilateral assistancpaasof NATO assistance. We have beermpinglthese countries alreadand, if we
were to dey them membershj we think we would be moralobligated tagprovide much more in bilateral assistance than otherwise
because thewould be on their own due to our refusal to let theim. Third, it would be harmful to United States seguifithis
arbitraly cgp prevented it frongiving assistance in an engengy situation. Fourth, it would be harmful to the United States defense
industrial base because it would include fgnemilitary financing under its definition of bilateral assistance. That finagpcn
provided for the benefit of United Stategenters, not thgurchasers, and is necegshecause of worldractices in militay sales.
Suppose, for exarple, Poland decided fmirchase wanlanes. The United Statesght want to encouge it to by F-15s ly offering
foreign military financing credit. However, unless other NATO membansead topick up 75 percent of the cost of subsidigin
this purchase in order to benefit United States manufacturers, the Harkin amendment wouldivorgithat credit. Do our
collegues sggest that France, whiaives vey generous subsidies to countrieptmchase its Mirge fighters, miht be interested
in paying that 75percent? The Harkin amendment, for@kcticalpurposes, nght just as well state that these three new NATO
allies would be denied all fogs military financing assistance.

The Harkin amendment, based on ayvaulty anaysis of the costs of @andirg NATO, would inpose vey punitive military
assistance @8 on Poland, Hugary, and the Czech Rablic. Those cps would treat those countries as second-class members,
would harm United States national segyrdnd would harm United States defense pames. This amendment should be
resoundigly defeated.



